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OUTLINE 

Thesis:  Although  the  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  plan  appears  to  be  a  great 
idea  for  the  Army,  the  hidden  financial  costs  and  negative  impacts  it  will  have  on  strategic  global 
positioning  of  forces,  transportation  issues,  local  economies  and  overall  military  alignment  won’t 
outweigh  the  benefits. 
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Abstract 

The  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  plan  is  the  fifth  round  of  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  (DOD)  infrastructure  reduction  plan  within  the  last  17  years.  In  their  haste  to  save 
money  and  push  the  2005  BRAC  plan  through  as  swiftly  as  possible,  the  DOD  has  made  some 
crucial  miscalculations.  With  the  DOD  selling  the  idea  that  it  will  save  the  United  States 
Government  enormous  amounts  of  money,  in  actuality  the  2005  BRAC  will  not  be  as  cost 
effective  as  previously  estimated.  A  more  critical  factor  is  that  the  2005  BRAC’s  benefits  don’t 
outweigh  the  negative  impacts  it  will  have  on  strategic  global  positioning  of  forces,  airfields  to 
transport  Soldiers  and  equipment,  local  economies  and  total  services  military  alignment. 
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2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure,  How  Effective  Is  It? 

The  2005  Base  Realigmnent  and  Closure  (BRAC)  plan  when  briefed  appears  to  be  a  great 
idea  for  the  Army  and  American  taxpayers.  Yet,  the  hidden  financial  costs  and  negative  impact 
it  will  bear  on  strategic  global  positioning,  local  economies  and  overall  military  alignment  won’t 
outweigh  its  benefits.  The  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  commission  reports  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  will  save  $6  -  $7  billion  a  year  with  this  round  of  base  closures  and 
realignment,  but  at  what  cost  and  is  money  the  only  thing  the  commission  is  focused  on? 

Brief  history  of  the  2005  BRAC  plan 

The  2005  Base  Realigmnent  and  Closure  plan  is  the  fifth  round  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  infrastructure  reductions  process,  the  previous  BRACs  were  in  1988,  1991,  1993  and 
1995.  Actually,  the  Base  Realignment  and  Closures  started  in  the  1960s  under  President 
Kennedy,  who  wanted  to  restructure  the  bases  created  during  the  Korean  War  and  World  War  II. 
At  that  time,  the  Department  of  Defense  could  close  bases  as  they  wanted  without  Congressional 
approval,  which  Congress  of  course  didn’t  approve.  Congress  eventually  passed  legislation  in 
1977  which  allowed  them  to  have  oversight  on  all  Base  Realignment  and  Closures  so  as  to 
survey  the  impact  on  the  bases  strategic  value,  the  local  economy,  and  the  ecological  issues. 

The  Hidden  Monetary  Costs  of  BRAC 

A  key  factor  in  initiating  the  Realigmnent  and  Closure  plan  was  to  save  the  United  States 
Government  and  the  Department  of  Defense  money.  The  Department  of  Defense’s  recent 
submission  reported  that  it  will  save  $24.4  billion  initially  with  an  annual  recurring  savings  of 
$5.5  billion  for  a  20  year  total  savings  of  $48.8  billion.  Yet  the  2005  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure  commission  estimates  the  one-time  cost  savings  to  be  $22.8  billion  with  an  annual 
recurring  savings  of  $4.4  billion  for  a  20  year  total  savings  of  $36.5  billion  (Sullivan,  2005,  p.  7). 
This  shows  there  is  a  discrepancy  of  $12.3  billion  between  the  Department  of  Defense’s  and  the 
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BRAC  Commission’s  estimates  for  the  20  year  net  savings.  These  are  just  estimates,  yet  in 
actuality  the  savings  will  be  much  lower  due  to  hidden  environmental  cost,  increased  base 
closure  costs  and  increasing  costs  of  improving  existing  stabilized  bases  with  the  increase  of 
Soldiers  and  families. 

The  cost  for  base  closures  and  realignments  has  increased  substantially  since  the  2005 
BRAC  approval.  The  original  cost  for  the  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  plan  was 
estimated  at  $22.3  billion,  yet  the  current  proposed  cost  is  now  $30.7  billion,  the  plan  is  already 
going  into  the  second  year  of  an  $8.4  billion  over  budget  spending  increase.  Some  of  the  reasons 
the  original  plan  is  going  over  budget  is  from  inflation,  Service  requested  realignment  changes 
and  environment  clean-up  costs.  Table  1  shows  the  planned  cost  or  the  original  BRAC  costs  as 
compared  to  the  current  projected  BRAC  costs,  for  both  base  closures  and  realignments  (Brown, 

2007). 

Table  1 

Base  Planned  Costs  vs.  Current  Projected  Costs 


BASE 

BRAC  COST  (Planned) 

BRAC  COST  (Current  Projection) 

Fort  Momnouth,  NJ  (Close) 

$780  Million 

$1.5  Billion 

Fort  Knox  /  Fort  McCoy  (Realign) 

$773.1  Million 

$1.5  Billion 

Brooks  City  Base,  TX  (Close) 

$325.3  Million 

$592.3  Million 

Fort  Monroe,  VA  (Closure) 

$72.4  Million 

$281  Million 

Fort  Hood,  TX  (Realign) 

$436  Million 

$621.7  Million 

Fort  Gillem,  GA  (Close) 

$56.8  Million 

$150.4  Million 

From  Table  1,  it  shows  that  the  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  plan  for 
realignments  on  bases  has  increased,  this  isn’t  uncommon.  The  cost  for  improving  the  Quality  of 
Life,  training  facilities  and  to  prepare  a  post  for  an  increase  of  Soldiers  and  families  is  steadily 
increasing.  For  Example,  Fort  Bliss,  Texas  is  currently  scheduled  to  spend  $2.5  billion  to  build 
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housing  and  improves  its  facilities  for  the  influx  of  units,  Soldiers  and  families  will  get  from  the 
2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  plan.  This  spending  could  easily  increase  due  to  inflation 
and  other  unexpected  cost  situations. 

Another  underestimated  cost  is  the  initial  estimates  of  relocating  unit  equipment,  Soldiers 
and  families  from  overseas  locations.  Original  estimates  in  2005  were  $4  billion  over  five  years 
for  unit  moves  and  construction  costs,  now  they  figure  it  will  cost  $5.2  billion  just  to  move  those 
units  stationed  in  Germany  to  CONUS  locations.  In  2006  the  Department  of  Defense  re- 
estimated  its  cost  for  the  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  plan  and  figured  the  cost  would  be 
$9  to  $12  billion,  yet  the  Commission  estimates  the  price  to  be  close  to  $20  billion.  Still  others 
in  the  government  believe  it  could  rise  to  $25  billion  (Scully,  2005). 

Loss  of  Strategic  Global  Positioning  and  Poor  Military  Alignment 

As  of  2005,  the  Department  of  Defense  had  a  total  of  770  military  bases  in  39  countries, 
and  in  the  next  6  years  the  2005  BRAC  plan  will  close  25  major  bases  and  realign  24  others. 

The  loss  of  overseas  bases  could  have  a  negative  effect  on  our  national  security.  The  2005  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commission  insisted  that  the  Department  of  Defense  leave  one  heavy 
brigade  in  Central  Europe  as  a  national  security  initiative.  The  Commission  even  went  on  to 
state,  “that  a  full  dialogue  by  all  necessary  parties  on  the  impact  on  U.S.  security  of  the 
Integrated  Global  Presence  and  Basing  Strategy  has  not  taken  place”  (Cornelia,  p.  iii,  2005). 

The  2005  Base  Realigmnent  and  Closure  Commission  also  found  the  mobility  plan  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  initiated  to  be  questionable.  The  Commission  stated  that  it  “is  also 
concerned  that  the  air  and  sea  ports,  inter-nodal  connectivities  and  other  mobility  enabling 
systems  are  not  adequate  to  meet  potential  contingencies”  (Cornelia,  p.  iii,  2005).  The 
Commission  came  to  this  conclusion  from  the  Department  of  Defense’s  lack  of  overseas 
planning  on  prepositioning  of  equipment,  budgeting  for  mobility  contingencies  and  on  the  over- 
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stressed  intra-theater  air  command. 

There  have  been  questions  why  units  are  being  relocated  where  they  are,  compared  to 
where  they  possibly  should  be.  As  an  example,  when  Fort  Bliss  questioned  the  2005  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commission  about  the  Department  of  Defense’s  reasoning  to  relocate 
their  air  defense  artillery  unit  to  Fort  Sill?  Their  question  surrounded  the  fact  that  Fort  Bliss  has 
plenty  of  space  and  resources  for  training  and  housing  the  air  defense  unit  and  any  other  units 
realigned  to  Fort  Bliss.  Another  reason  Fort  Bliss  fought  for  the  unit  to  stay  was  that  the  unit 
would  have  to  deploy  to  Fort  Bliss  from  Fort  Sill  to  live  fire  their  weapons  every  six  months  for 
qualifications.  The  Commission  ruled  that  moving  the  air  defense  artillery  unit  to  Fort  Sill  was 
not  optimal;  yet  there  was  not  enough  reason  for  the  Commission  to  overturn  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  decision  (Department  of  Defense,  2005,  p.  22). 

Other  Negative  Areas  of  BRAC 

A  critical  cost  that  has  been  grossly  miscalculated  when  it  comes  to  the  current  and  past 
Base  Realignment  and  Closure  plans  is  the  cost  of  environmental  cleanup.  From  the  past  four 
Base  Realignment  and  Closures  a  total  of  $10.9  billion  has  been  spent  on  environmental  cleanup. 
This  was  far  more  expensive  than  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the  BRAC  Commissions 
estimated  (Bearden,  2005,  p.  5-6).  Also  depending  on  the  extent  and  type  of  environmental 
contamination  it  could  take  up  to  20  years  to  correct  to  a  sustainable  habitat,  which  means  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  can’t  completely  close  that  base  until  the  situation  is  corrected. 
Though  it  is  unknown  what  the  cost  for  enviromnental  cleanups  for  the  2005  BRAC  will  be,  yet 
the  past  results  indicate  the  environmental  cleanup  costs  for  the  2005  BRAC  are  under  estimated. 

There  are  some  other  negative  low  level  issues  that  are  normally  not  brought  up  when 
discussing  the  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  plan.  One  is  the  hardship  of  the  local 
economy  to  survive  when  they  lose  a  neighboring  base  to  closure.  The  Department  of  Defense 
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does  give  some  meager  assistance  to  help  the  local  economy  to  deal  with  their  monetary  losses 
and  there  have  been  a  few  success  stories,  yet  there  have  been  many  more  failures.  Another 
issue  with  the  local  gaining  economy  is  the  impact  of  an  influx  of  Soldiers  and  families  has  to  a 
new  region  in  a  very  short  period  of  time.  This  was  one  of  the  Commission’s  findings  that  local 
communities  may  not  have  had  adequate  time  to  deal  with  the  thousands  of  Soldiers  and  families 
stationed  in  their  area;  Fort  Bliss  is  a  prime  example  of  this  with  20,000  Soldiers  and  another 
27,000  family  members  soon  to  be  relocated. 

Another  negative  low  level  issue  with  the  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  plan  is  the 
loss  of  experienced  skilled  workers,  engineers  and  scientists  that  work  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  won’t  relocate  to  a  new  base.  In  a  survey  conducted  in  the  Washington  D.C.  area, 
where  they  stand  to  lose  30,000  jobs  from  the  2005  BRAC,  of  the  36  percent  that  responded,  89 
percent  stated  that  they  would  not  relocate  to  their  new  job  location  (Joyner,  2005).  Another 
survey  conducted  at  Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey  where  approximately  5,300  jobs  are  affected, 
of  2,100  surveyed,  47  percent  would  not  move,  23  percent  will  move  and  30  percent  are 
undecided  (Santoni,  2007).  These  losses  of  skilled  experts  in  their  respective  field  could  have  a 
detrimental  effect  on  our  military  and  will  have  hidden  costs  as  the  Department  of  Defense  will 
have  to  train  new  employees  to  fill  these  positions. 

Conclusion 

The  2005  Base  Realigmnent  and  Closure  plan  isn’t  as  cost  effective  or  beneficial  as  what 
the  Department  of  Defense  would  want  you  to  believe.  The  Department  of  Defense’s  in  its  haste 
to  save  money  and  to  push  the  2005  BRAC  plan  through  as  quickly  as  possible,  made  some 
critical  miscalculations.  The  key  miscalculation,  which  the  2005  BRAC  Commission  addresses, 
was  in  not  developing  a  comprehensive  plan  for  basing  strategy,  integrated  global  presence  and 
future  mobility  plans.  Though  there  is  a  cost  savings,  it  isn’t  even  close  to  what  the  Department 
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of  Defense  estimates  it  to  be.  With  the  increasing  inflation  costs  associated  with  new 
construction,  the  underestimated  costs  of  environmental  cleanup  and  increasing  costs  for  unit 
realignment  issues  it  may  be  well  beyond  the  20  year  mark  before  they  realize  a  savings.  So 
does  the  current  2005  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  plan  cover  all  the  bases?  No,  not  in  this 
year’s  World  Series  and  the  end  won’t  justify  the  means! 
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